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.~,, 1996 and the Alternative Appendix. dated Ma=ch 21, 1996,

E~o~y~t~m Restoration Goal~, Ecosystem resuor~io~ should be an ina~el~ae11~
~oal of ~he Called Bay Delta Pro~r~ and ~plementa~lon should no~ be

¯ improve. ~on, or at a minim~ m~, ~ha racoN~nda~io~s contained in
An~dro~o~s Fish Kestoratio~ Plan, Delta Native ?ishe~ Recovery Plan, and the
Se~t Ma~sh~ Barves~ Mouse, and G~lifo~nia Clapper R~il ~covezy Plan,

~h~ soon-to-b~-£in~liz~ D~l~a Na~iv~ Fi~ha~ ~ecov~ry Plan s~u~

listed and unlisted fish species. Additionally, this Recovery P~an sets forth

~onditions for fish tl%a,~ ~ay !cad =o d, lisEing of delta

of the Called Bay ~!~a. F~oc~, ~ile w~ ~liz~ ch~, followin~ ~he    -

reco=cnded, such reco=ended modifies=ions only should occur following
analysis. Modifications to the Accord would r~quire reini~iation ~f_

not designed~o avoid jeopa~Sy,

Unproven ~ec~o~o~y, We are ~onearued tha~ these alterna~%ve~ contain several
ass~pt~ons and claim potential ben~fi~s ~ha~ are expezisen~al, The
tec~olo~y a~d stated enviro~e~ai benefits ~ave ~oK been proven. Th~
~n=lude t~e follow~n~:

a. Real T~e Monitoring. Real-tim~ mo~i~or~n~~ is experimental and
c~not be zelied ~Don t~ maks~ instantaneous oDerational cha~zes, Eettef data
~[ould 5e. n~edsd Lhan currently ~ bein~ �ollec~e4, To implemen~ a pro~r~ to
~btain the da~a would likely b~ cost prohiSitivs.    Severely 4~gressed

~y~tam. .~n’ding these in a reasonable sampling progr~ may or may no~ occur.

~dennificanien is complete. The existing r~a]. ~im~ ~olihoring pro~r~ ha~
5ee~ valuable to provid~ additional dat~ go make chau~es %n
operations for fu=ur~ y~ars. Benef%t~ do not appear ~o ouK weigh the costs
and expansion is questionable. However, th~s is still under cyclist%on, Wiuh
a~’~y moni~orin~ program, ~he results need. to be =val~ated and
incorporated in=o =he opera~ion of water projee~s,
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14, 1996 and the A~te~native Appendix ~ated March 21, 199~,

H~itat ’~’mstoration would b~ .benefici~l ~Or terre~=rial species. However, r~’
flows ~nd habiLaL a~e. both. needed ~or aq.uatic, species and should no= be

a SUbStitute for flows. Pk?~sical hab~t~ts should also include ~ranspor~ flows~

Lhese flows. Tr~or= ~!ows, as well as increased habitat=, will be needed

~hallow-waUer h~bit~t, including e~nced abun6auce ~ud d~strlbution of fish,
~s eurreut!y feasible. Therefore, a phased approach ~o restoration should

constructing new shal’iow wa~er habitats in~reases ~rodu~tion, th~ in~reascs~ -

~eJo~ly Jmp~o~ed habitats sho~id improve and be over and above ;he
existing enviro~en~al baseline, not just meet the standards. In the Delta
Accord, X2 was a compromise which needs an imp:ovsd s~nda~-d in dry years

Siltation ~ates shoold he de~.ermined and an evaluation made ~o determine if
ensugh accretign occurs ~o develop shallow ~ter ha~i=~=s. Pilot pKogra~s are
n~d~d to see how sugges=ed components wi!l work.

e. BaWr£mrs, A No-~arrier Alt~fnaLive should be eval~ated. Placemeut~

changed flows ~hrou~h the Central Delta which liks).y resulted in elevated ~ke/~
of fish ~t the p~Ds. Barriers should he evaluatsd,, not ass~ed ~o be
~mplemen~ed, Acoustic b~rriers are experimental and h~ve not been proven,
For ~hosa a%tsrnatives which include b~rriers, reductions in exports in

ba[rier components should be evaluated ~i~h exp~r~ reductions as well es    J
a].£ar~ati.vss.

salmo~ is necessary, uul%ss oue is targat~ng a selected fishery. ~ may

fish should be stated, The kind of £~ ma~gement tha= would ba
Imp~en~~~t o~" j.nfo~atj.on obtai.n~d ~hould be
Currently marking massive numbers of fish is experimental with mixed results.
Automated machln~s fez inarking large fish are being evaluated but not for ~he
size ~ish being considered Zor the Called Bay Delta Program. we ,~ra
of enyone w~rkins on a me=hcdo].ogy to mark m~ssive n~bmzs of fish. Marking

provide me~nzngf~! information however.
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U.S. Pish a~d %~ildlife Se~vles review of the D~aft Alt~.~a~.ives dated March
14, 1996 amd the Al~ernat~ve Appendix dated March ~.,

Net pen ree~in~ striped ’h~ss, which s~m~imes prey on e~d~ered species
appears ~o be a con~’[ict. Mana~em~n~ of st~ped 5ass ne~i~s ~o be closely
coordinated wi~h the ~ons~a=ion Plan curren~y under devc%opmen~ ~y
N~S, and the Service.

All dlve~io~s should be screened. Fish ~creen ~ypes,’ ass~p~on~ of

farther north ~ha~ a d~vezslon ~.s located, th~ less likely del,~ smelt are to
.be diverted. He,ever, because hi~ u~bers of adult del~a sm~fi ar~ in ~he

of fish are Of concern and ~he diversion would need to he ivaluated for i~s
effect ~n all ~F~ie8 of f~h~ no~ j~ut D~l~a sm~l~. Althou~h ma~,y
can be effectively screened for sal~on, !a~Ke facilities ~o~Id require
improvement ~o scr~snin£ technology. The volume o£ water divsr~ed, ~he
on water temperatures, ~nd ~he effect on flow ~aE~e~ns ~nd out flows are ot
major concern and should be evaluated.

~f a diver~jo~ from Ira!Jan Slot~h would ~educe predation and entrai~ent ~he

of fishe~ manasement. Construction of hetcheries, al~hou~h fish %,ould he"

which p~opo~e~ ~estorin~ nat~ally sus~ein~n5 populations of ~ish. Natural

batnh~ p~opos~d wo~Id need ~.o be eva]ua_~d z~lative ~0 Its impac~ on na~uz’al~
?opulations. Unt~l r~s~or~io~/enhancemenc of natuzai hesitate .has Seen fully
Implomented and given a chan~e ~o succeed, any d~clSlO~ to proceed wi~h
additional ha~che~ p~oduc~ion would be premature aL bes~ and may even h~mper

~hased Implemented%on. Initially, ~hose actions which can be taken tO    ~
significantly improve del~a fish and wildlife and water supply, reliability ~
be£oz~ constructin~ s~uet~’al fixes should be fdentified end implemen~ed.~
Addi~io~lly, a~}’ p3oposed s~rucEural wa~er facili~i~ ~r components should
implemented In phases w~th monitorin~ to ~ermine ~£ec~iveness. As

water habitats with.~rospeet Island used as a pr~iminary ~es~ of fish and ~’
h~bi~a~ production. ~e s~i].], do not ha’vm suffici~n~ monitoring informatiod Co
de~e~ine ~he effectiveness of che Del~a Accord, Testi~ wi~h p~ot p~o~ ~rams

canno~ be ~hased, In addition, sany of ~hese larze structura! col~?onents are
totally, d~pende~t.- up.on ¢tb~r " ~tr~c tn~ I. ....... compo~e~t s .....    Because o~ i~comp ]e~e

significant adveraa ~£~cts to fish and wildl~f~ canno~ 5a avoided by a

corre¢~ ~roblems ~dentified durln~ monitorin~ should be developed.

Y~. ~’~ impl~m~nted as par~ of =he program. How they would ~ phased, when would

~ ~.,,, I should be clearly identified_ .. .     ,      . Variances f=om existing ¢onditi0~s ~hould.    " be
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service r~v~ew oW the Draft Alternatives dated March
IA, 1996 and the Alternative Ap>endix da=ed ~areh 21, 1996.

alUeznatlve.. ~

clearly defined and explained. Sp~i~Z is a =ensiti[~ ~ime for ~quatie

~d~n}i[ied as "~a, fa" n~?d ~o be ~pecif}ed..A need. exist[ zo m~x~miz¢

ecosysBem. With this in mlnd, idenuify ~ b~s~ way to hake flo~ £1~w=,~ondl~1O~Squ~nt~.t~ £or all sp~ele~ and all h~b~tatyearl~ one ~s to impr~v~ =h~ deltathe= co~Id be =akan, th~ tim~ of for diversion. By-passes

Impact ~mlysis, The impact analysis of alt~ativ~s sho~l~ consl~er mul~ip!~
s~ecies for boBh r~rrestriel and a ua~ic snehies, and lif~ sta~ms of each.

others ~ ~i££~eu~ lo~on~. Additionally~ impa~t an~Zysissh~uld s~a~ ~
with ~he baseline ss~ab~shed~by the Bay-.Delga Accord, =h~ delta 8mel~ and
m, inner-run biological opinions add th~ Sca~e Board’s WQG~.

~r~,1~on should aiso hs included when considering m~asures to

n~B’ers u~4, such as acres o£ land Uo be re~ired, ~=res of shallow

~z’ogram, the rationale £Or selection should Be explained.

~ilution O~ Fo%lu~IOn. Dilution of po~!ution in most alternatives IS
~ ques=ionahle and should not 5e considered a reasonable USe of water. The

{gec~.fied. This component ~ill ue,d much more detail m~d ~valua~ion. Our
..~-~¢~nt~i’n~n~ Divimion ~ho,.~].~ ~e {nvolved w~th all ~ropo=als Of ~his nstira

~----,c~~a~er BaD.ki=g. The drough~ water ban~ could aff~c~ endangered species. C~re
~’-~’~should be ~aken~in framin~ parameters ~or implement,S%on such that

~onversion of Habit~t. The a.cc~ptabilfty of conversion of one habitat
I ~o~her w~11. £epend upon the resources o£ ~aeh. Conve~ng !,000 acres of
~levee4 l~d may adversely a£fect threatened and endan£ered species in S~isun

~ targets reached should be included. Contingency plans, in ~he ~ven~

~oms o£ th~ wetland res~oxa~on components of alternatives (ie. ionversion of
managed w~tlands ~ tidalwe~.!ands) show~ that there may be a ne~ loss of
&,O00 acres o£ wetland. " Th~ location of =h%s wetland restoration has a high

~.~avoided, mitigation should be included.

~ore detail is n~ed~d concerning restoration on the east sid~ of the Delta ~o
answer the following questions. Was the restoration proposed on the=eas~ side
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North ~nd South of Delta S~orage. Upstream and downs=ream storage componenBs
o£ alternatives must mmnsider and evaluete ~he e~fects w~thin ~he receiving

endangered species issues and require ~onsu%t~t%on unds~ ESAo Los Ba~os
Grandee hss significant sndansered species issues. South of Delt~
alte~muives first should evaluate the need for additional facilities wi~h
Dominigoni and Kern ~atcr Bank proposed for construction. Expansion o~
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ll.S. ~ish and Wildli~e ,qervice review of the Draft Al~ernative~ dated March
14, 1996 and the Alter~mtive A~pendix dated March 2~,~ 19~5,

existing storage faeili=ies will need =o consider t~rrestr~al effects as
as del~a aquatic effects, Operation of storage £acili~ie~ should consider

~ele~sas, particularly i~. ~he Sacramento Eive~. ¯

~el Conveyance. : Bane£1ts f~¢m ~his Du~%l Conveyance, conaiderad by many to be
maxim~ flexibility, a~ entirely re],~tsd ~o ~hc integration of newand ~he exisuin~ facilities. Issuss i~c!ude ~Im!D~, wa~e~ ~vallabi].£ty,

Isoiared F~cil~ies. An isolated facility m~v have benefits and/or a~erse
~££@cr~. 7n seneral,, the farther ~ps~ream from the Del~a ~ha~ an in¢~ke
p].acmd the less likely it is to dive~’t delta smelt. However, delta smel~ arc

must be evaluated a~ adverse ef~n~s avoided u~ mlnlm~z~ to ~h~

~=~ooi~ed wi:h ~ol%a ~mel~ ~n~ ~x~ort~ fro~ H~ Oel ca. kl~hough s~reens

fa=ilits may determine wh~ther it can be effec=ivel>, screened for salmon.’
Lar~s facilities would r~quire improvements to screening ~ec~nolosy. Non-
s~ructuzal components should be exhausted be£or~ any s~ructt~ra], f~x is

needed. The size of ~he facil~ty, how it would he o?ezat~d, how s~ors~a

s~andards without furthsr de~radin~ the hasa conditions a~e all issues which
need to he considered and

~I£ ~his ~l~ernative ~era "’implemented, tradltiona! managemen~ mechanisms like

may not be needed and should bs eval~ated, The source of water for fish and
~mai~ren~nee ~9 water quality i~ the d~l~a should be identified.

~ ~suff~.a~.ent water =o maznEai~ x2 zn areas suitable for m~in=aining abundance

Assurances, Th~ Semite is not philosophically a~ains~ dramatic chal1~as to ~he
pressn~ system.. The p~esen£ system has Isd to the decline of De1~a ZiSh
o~l~ar aquatic resources and needs to be fixed cr replaced. However, for a!l

~enefits. E~viro~enta! needs must be met before meeti~ i~creased demand for

s~andards can be ~t’ w[thou~ erodin~ base coDd~.tions thai the
evaluated for th~ March 6~ 1995 delta smel~ Biologihal Opinion, One cannot
ass~e ~ha~ msenln~ uh~ £ccord s~and~rds results In no d~rads~.on Of
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